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MICHAEL GORMAN 
A TRADITION that began with Panizzi and was given 
new impetus by the seminal work of Seymour Lubetzky has reached 
its peak in the Anglo-American cataloguing community. The second 
edition of the Anglo-American Cataloguing Rules-the first mutually 
accepted code of English-language cataloguing rules-can be seen as 
a summation of years of thought that the great librarians of the 
English-speaking world have devoted to the problem of how best to 
arrange the entries in author-title catalogues. At the same time, this 
English-language tradition has produced all the chief ideas which, 
although they are poorly expressed in the “Paris Principles,” now 
dominate the practice of author-title cataloguing throughout the 
world. Nevertheless, paradise has not been attained. It is true that the 
mountain has been climbed, the major problems solved, and com- 
plete agreement reached in a large part of the world; technology, 
however, has restructured the questions just as the answers have been 
found. 
Broadly speaking, there have been two attitudes toward the use of 
the computer in libraries. The first (and until now, the dominant) 
thought has been that computers will enable librarians to do the same 
things, but more quickly or less expensively. The second attitude is 
that the advent of the new technology will solve the age-old problems, 
i.e., that the end of Cutter’s “Golden Age” will be brought about not 
by the Library of Congress card but by the electronic data processing 
machine. In fact, both of these views appear to be incorrect in a 
fundamental sense. Using the computer to carry on present practice 
is a perversion of technology; to think that the computer will solve all 
the problems is simple-mindedness. The computer opens up new 
possibilities, and hence new problems, for the library. It  redefines the 
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rules of the game, not necessarily making the game any easier to play, 
but ideally making the game more rewarding for participant and 
spectator alike. 
This paper will address the changes which have taken place in 
cataloguing rules for entry and heading, and will attempt to indicate 
probable future developments and problems in the automated library 
world. The  assumption of the computer’s inevitable dominance as the 
library’s chief tool of the future is made here. (Readers with a 
historical bent, however, will recall. previous trends which were once 
perceived to be the ineluctable dominant factor of the future, and are 
now seen with the wisdom of hindsight to be only interesting bypaths 
from the main trend of library development. It is therefore necessary 
to be cautious.) The  computer appears to be a way to achieve 
liberation from the near-mindless drudgery of previous technologies. 
In his essay “The Soul of Man under Socialism,” Oscar Wilde states: 
“All unintellectual labour, all monotonous, dull labour, all labour that 
deals with dreadful things, and involves unpleasant conditions, must 
be done by machinery . . , under proper conditions machinery will 
serve man. . . . On mechanical slavery, upon the slavery of the 
machine, the future of the world depends.”’ It is to be hoped that this 
will soon be true for library labour, as for all other labour. 
After the great work of the nineteenth-century founders of au-
thor-title cataloguing-Panizzi, Cutter, Jewett and others-there was 
little or no real development until the work of Seymour Lubetzky in 
the 1940s and 1950s. It is difficult to overestimate the importance of 
this work and the nature of the change in author-title cataloguing 
which it brought about. Lubetzky successfully challenged almost 
every assumption which had been made by cataloguers in the twen- 
tieth century. He  removed the mock-Gothic extravagances from the 
ramshackle edifice that author-title cataloguing had become and 
revealed the classic lines of the fundamental structure beneath. He 
restored the dignity and usefulness of cataloguing by challenging all 
the pointless practices that the then-dominant “cataloguing for cata- 
loguing’s sake” school had invented, and posed such simple and valid 
questions as: “What is this for?”and “Why do we do  this?” Unfortu- 
nately, although Lubetzky changed the minds of cataloguers, the 
great catalogues were rigidly imprisoned by outdated technology and 
by the persons responsible for those catalogues. Two documents 
stand as monuments to Lubetzky’s achievement-and as monuments 
to the failure of others to carry that achievement to its ultimate 
conclusions. These are  the “Paris Principles,” adopted by the Inter- 
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national Conference on Cataloguing Principles;* and the Anglo-
American Cataloging Rules (AACR), published in 1967.$These docu- 
ments merit critical examination and an estimation of changes that 
will be brought about in the second edition of the Anglo-American 
Cataloguing Rules and by the impact of computer technology. 
T H E  PARIS PRINCIPLES 
The  International Conference on Cataloguing Principles (ICCP) 
was convened by the International Federation of Library Associations 
(IFLA) with the avowed intention of creating a set of principles upon 
which all countries or language groups would base their rules for 
entry and heading. The  conference recognised the impracticability of 
a true international code of rules, and sought merely to establish a 
common basis from which international standardisation could pro- 
ceed while preserving necessary local, national or linguistic individual 
practices. A. Hugh Chaplin claimed that the conference was “the most 
widely representative meeting of library cataloguers ever held,”4 and 
its results have had important effects on the development of catalog- 
uing rules since that time. More crucially, they have influenced the 
emerging international organisation of information, which has as its 
aim the achievement of Universal Bibliographic Control (UBC).j It is 
therefore important to understand the strengths and inadequacies of 
these principles thoroughly in order to comprehend the direction of 
present cataloguing rules and how they are likely to change. 
That the Paris Principles are inadequate in many respects cannot be 
doubted. At the 1969 International Meeting of Cataloguing Experts 
(IMCE) in Copenhagen, one of the resolutions cited “weaknesses and 
inconsistencies in the text of the Statement of Principles” and made 
“recommendations for revisions of the text and for solutions of 
problems not adequately dealt with by the Principles.”fi Eva Verona’s 
admirable annotated edition of the principles’ points to some of these 
problems and explains the results of such inadequacies and lacunae. 
Neither the IMCE nor the annotated edition was empowered to make 
changes in the principles, however, so a revision must presumably 
await the convening of another international meeting. 
What has caused these inadequacies and inconsistencies? Simply 
put, the strengths of the principles are due  to their basis in Lubetzky’s 
ideas, and their weaknesses are due to two factors: (1) they were 
framed in a precomputer age, and (2) the compromises and stra- 
tagems necessary to gain international agreement could not result in 
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clear, unambiguous and workable rules. Such negotiations could only 
result in the triumph of the lowest common denominator-the min-
imum degree of universal acceptance is in some instances worse than 
no agreement at all, because it raises hopes that cannot be fulfilled. I f  
the following analysis of the Paris Principles seems harsh, it is because 
perception of the errors in the principles now can help to remedy the 
problems of national, regional and international standardisation in 
the future. 
The principles apply only to headings and entry words of catalogue 
entries (that is, to the organisational factors-author headings, uni- 
form titles, and titles proper-used to arrange entries in manual 
catalogues) or to the access points for records in a machine-readable 
system. The distinction between organisational and descriptive fac- 
tors in catalogue entries has always been blurred. Entries in manual 
catalogues which have the same author heading and title proper are 
usually subarranged by edition statement and/or date, both of which 
are usually regarded as descriptive data. The title proper itself has a 
duality of purpose in description and organisation. This duality has 
caused many problems in the design of computer formats, which can 
neither decipher nor tolerate such ambiguity. This grey area gives 
rise to the first of many problems created by the principles: the 
formalisation of organisational data is diametrically opposed to the 
bibliographic description’s canon of accurate transcription of data. 
Examples include the incompletely resolved problem of the organi- 
sation of serial records under formalised, or “key,” titles as proposed 
by the International Serials Data System (ISDS), and the bibliogra- 
phic description of serials involving exact transcription of data as 
proposed by the International Standard Bibliographic Description 
for Serials (ISBD-S). By being concerned with only “the choice and 
form of headings and entry words” (Principle l ) , the Paris Principles 
burke the issue of the interaction of organisation and description. A 
further revision of the principles must delimit each of these functions 
clearly. 
Principle 1also limits the scope of the principles to the catalogues of 
large general libraries, although it states that other catalogues and 
lists may make “such modifications as may be required.” Assuming 
that the needs of large general libraries differ appreciably from those 
of other libraries (an assumption increasingly challenged in this era of 
interdependence and networking), the license to make such modifi- 
cations can lead to lack of standardisation and to the petty local 
variations which are unacceptable financially, cooperatively, and bib- 
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liographically. If, for example, a large general library lists works 
under “Horatius Quintus Flaccus” and another library lists the same 
works under “Horace,” a future revision of the principles must 
determine which libraries should make variations in which cases, and 
what those variations should be. It would be much better, however, to 
abolish the distinction between libraries altogether and to establish 
sound principles for all parts of the global library. 
The second principle reaffirms Cutter’s “Objects”H insofar as those 
objectives apply to author-title catalogues. In doing so it rephrases the 
fundamental difference of opinion between Panizzi and Crestadoro at 
the British Museum catalogue enquiry in 1849. The dilemma essen- 
tially has been one of reconciling the mechanisms required for 
finding a specific item with those required for searching and collect- 
ing entries relating to a class of items (e.g., books by one author or 
manifestations of one work). These mechanisms are often in conflict, 
as in the case of a book carrying a form of the author’s name which 
differs from the normalised form. In this instance, one would expect 
to find the publication listed under the particular form of the author’s 
name, yet one would also expect to find all of that author’s works 
listed under the normalised name form. The principles assign no 
priority to these two demands, although other provisions imply that 
the generic search function is favoured over the specific item search 
function. Results of catalogue use studies indicate, however, that the 
overwhelming majority of catalogue searches are for specific items. If 
this is true, the only justification for the orientation of the principles 
toward generic searches is that the generic search is qualitatively more 
valuable than the quantitatively greater (more frequent) specific 
document search. This latter assumption is most certainly unproven, 
and probably unprovable, There are two solutions to this problem: 
either the Paris Principles must be revised to indicate relativity to 
these two demands, or they must be revised to prescribe double entry 
in such cases. In the advanced systems which are being developed to- 
day, any name form will provide equal access to the documents 
associated with that name; thus, electronic data processing may re- 
solve the question between Panizzi and Crestadoro by giving both 
sides what they want. 
Principles 3 and 4 are concerned with the structure of the cata- 
logue. They were, of course, formulated in the precomputer envi- 
ronment, and unfortunately preconditioned the systems which were 
developed in their wake. Only a decade or longer since the incor- 
poration of the computer in bibliographic practice is it now being 
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recognised that the machine-readable cataloguing system is more 
than an automated version of the manual catalogue. A machine-
readable record is not just a catalogue card or national bibliography 
entry with bells and whistles on it, but offers access to bibliographic 
data not only quickly and efficiently, but also by a much wider variety 
of access points and-more crucially-by those access points in com- 
bination. The computer-age revision of these principles must relegate 
discussions of the structure of a printed List (and the types of entry 
therein) to a secondary position, and must consider the implications 
of multidimensional access to data. Furthermore, these implications 
must take into account the cataloguer’s preparation of input for a 
machine system, and the codification and ranking of the access points 
in a complex record. For example, the idea of the main entry as 
expounded in the fourth principle is peculiarly irrelevant to our 
modern systems. The main entry concept should have been aban- 
doned with the advent of an earlier and much less significant techni- 
cal development-the duplication of equal “unit” entries for each 
publication. The concept has, however, outlived its usefulness and is 
today mirabile dictu embalmed in the structure of our machine systems 
and catalogue codes. One has only to think of the tortuous nature of 
the rule on corporate or personal main entry in the 1967 edition of 
AACR (rule 17) to realise that the persistence of this archaic and 
largely useless practice has wasted much time, without contributing 
anything of substantial value, to the cataloguing systems created in 
cataloguing departments and taught in library schools. 
All of the work involved in determining “main” entry is based on a 
false premise contained in Principle 4.1, which states that one entry 
(the main entry) must be a full entry, and by implication that other 
entries may be abridged. This principle gives permission which is 
unlikely to be taken up, except in the case of production of large 
book-form catalogues. The recrudescence of such printed catalogues 
has proven to be short-lived, and microform catalogues of the future 
will probably not require abridgment because of the extremely inex- 
pensive raw material on which they are printed. Card catalogues have 
outgrown the necessity for full and abridged entries, of course. The 
second edition of the Anglo-American Cataloguing Rules retains the 
concepts of main and added entries, but does not insist on them as 
much as the previous edition. The fact remains that outdated ideas 
here and elsewhere emprison cataloguing theory, and that there is 
still an urgent necessity to reevaluate all the bases of cataloguing in 
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the light of modern technical and theoretical development. There is 
an unquestionable need for another Lubetzky. 
Principle 5 discusses the use of multiple entries. It states that each 
“book” should have at least one entry under a heading derived from 
the author’s name or from the title ”as printed in the book” (italics 
added). This inconsistency stems from the principles’ use of the term 
entry to indicate not only what is normally understood by that term, 
but also references. This semantic confusion has caused a great deal 
of misunderstanding both in the development of codes based on the 
principles and in the study of the principles themselves. In normal 
English bibliographic usage, an “entry” relates to a particular docu- 
ment or group of documents. A “reference,” however, indicates a 
variant form of the name of a person, corporate body or work, and 
has no relationship to any particular document. It is obvious that 
while an entry may be made under “Bible . . .” for a document 
entitled The Authorized Version of the Bible, it is unlikely that the 
prescription of Principle 5 will be followed by making an entry under 
a heading derived from the title as printed on the book, substituting a 
formalised reference instead. This crucial difference between entry 
and reference has been recognised by the Joint Steering Committee 
for the Revision of AACR. This distinction is one of great practical 
importance, because the catalogue user may find information from an 
entry, but will get only direction to information from a reference. 
Principle 6, moreover, causes further ambiguity by confusing the 
functions of main and added entries and references. 
Principles 7, 8 and 9 deal with the form of a uniform heading for a 
work, and represent considerable advancement over the largely self-
created problems of the pre-Lubetzky codes. Lacking, however, is the 
important distinction between choice of entry (i.e., selection of main 
entry heading and of added entry headings for a work) and the form 
of heading (i.e., selection of a uniform heading by which a person, 
corporate body or work will be entered in the catalogue). The first 
edition of AACR attempted with some success to make this distinction 
and thereby avoided the pitfalls created by the confusion of choice 
and form in the Paris Principles. Descriptive cataloguing is now 
viewed as a process in which the cataloguer first creates a basic 
standard description, then chooses access points to that description, 
and finally selects standard forms for those access points. Each 
procedure conforms to cataloguing rules and existing authority files. 
The disposition of the sections of the second edition of AACR 
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recognises this order of procedure, and states it more clearly than did 
the Paris Principles. Nevertheless, it must be noted that the principles 
under discussion represent considerable progress in the establish- 
ment both of the concept of entry under the most common name 
form of a person and, to some extent, of a corporate body. This 
simplification of the complex rules for forms of name (best exempli- 
fied by the 1949 ALA rulesg) is the most significant single achievement 
of the Paris Principles, and brings cataloguing closer to Rangan- 
athan’s ideal of the “sought” heading, i.e., the heading that most 
catalogue users will consult for a particular entry. 
The tenth principle is concerned with the entry of “shared author- 
ship’’ works and of collections. The provision relating to collections 
includes the only instance of an alternative text in the Paris Principles. 
This alternative provides for entry of a collection under the compiler 
“if named on the title page” (italics added). Regrettably, AACR’s first 
edition followed this alternative text. I t  should be noted that discus- 
sion of this principle revolves around an essentially irrelevant point: 
whether a work should be entered under the compiler with an added 
entry under the title, or whether the reverse practice should be 
followed. This is a pointless controversy; moreover, Principle 10 fails 
to address the much more pertinent question of when and how often 
analytical entries should be made for parts of such composite works. 
This latter point is becoming increasingly important, yet it has not 
been addressed thoroughly in any Anglo-American cataloguing rules. 
Obvious reasons for this lack are the greatly differing circumstances 
and necessities of different library systems; nevertheless, many cata- 
loguers daily face the problem of not knowing how many analytical 
entries to make for a composite work, nor what the precise form for 
such entries should be. 
Principle 11 treats entry under title. There are numerous small 
problems associated with this principle (to which this discussion will 
return), but three points merit consideration here. The first point is 
the recommendation on title added entry, which tends to follow the 
restrictive European line and thus to prescribe far fewer title entries 
than are deemed appropriate in most North American libraries. Facts 
available on catalogue use indicate that title access is a highly desirable 
attribute of modern catalogues. Secondly, the glancing mention of 
serials in Principle 11.14 states that title entry is prescribed for “works 
(including serials and periodicals) known primarily or conventionally 
by title rather than by the name of the author.” Leaving aside the 
broader question of whether such a principle should categorise the 
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extremely vague “works” more closely, a central problem in all 
cataloguing codes-main entry for serials-remains only partially 
treated, and in such general terms that proponents of almost any view 
on the entry of serials can find support in them. The third question is 
raised by the language of Principle 11.6, which allows entry “under a 
uniform conventional heading chosen to reflect the form of the work” 
for international treaties, conventions and “certain other categories of 
publication.” This purposely vague statement skirts the issue of form 
headings and has led to much misinterpretation in cataloguing codes 
developed since its formulation. It cannot be overemphasised that 
form headings have no place in an author-title catalogue, that no such 
prescription should have been included in the Paris Principles, and 
that Principle 11 should be deleted from a revised version of the 
document. 
The twelfth principle addresses the question of entry elements for a 
personal heading which consists of two or more words, and states that 
in such cases entry should be based on the nationality of that person. 
This is an irrelevant and frequently undiscoverable criterion. The 
statement in Principle 12 should be replaced by a general principle 
basing entry for persons on the main language used by that person. 
The ICCP principles thus contain many errors of omission and 
commission, are vaguely worded, and do not form an adequate basis 
for author-title cataloguing codes in this era of the computer and the 
multimedia library. Areas of improvement have been indicated and, 
to reiterate, they should be improved and revised by international 
agreement as soon as possible. The responsibility for this rests solely 
on IFLA, and the problems that application of the principles has 
caused could probably have been avoided if IFLA had taken timely 
and appropriate action following the 1969 IMCE meeting. It is not 
too late, however, and a revision of the principles within the next few 
years would have considerable impact on the development of na-
tional and international cataloguing systems. 
AACR 1 AND AACR 2 
All cataloguing codes developed since the formation of the Paris 
Principles have laboured-usually successfully-under the weak-
nesses of the principles, but their solutions to the problems have 
varied considerably. For example, the German code, “Regeln fur die 
alphabetische Katalogisierung” (RAK), developed in 1973-74, treats 
corporate headings as a function of the layout of the title. In contrast, 
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the first edition of AACR (AACR 1) treats corporate headings as a 
function of the application of the general principles of authorship. 
For the former code it is a question of wording, for the latter it is a 
question of applying basic principles. The fact that each claim is a 
valid interpretation of the Paris Principles demonstrates the essential 
ambiguity of the principles. The Anglo-American Cataloguing Rules 
was among the first sets of rules to appear following publication of the 
Paris Principles, and at that time was certainly the most fully devel- 
oped application of them. AACR 1 represented a considerable ad- 
vance over its predecessors, the 1908 rules and the 1949 ALA rules,Io 
yet it suffered from certain flaws which were derived mostly from the 
Paris Principles and the incomplete application of Lubetzky’s ideas. 
There have been at least two serious consequences: (1 )  the failure of 
British and North American representatives to agree on a joint text, 
and (2) the establishment on both sides of the Atlantic of large data 
bases containing poor-quality records. The existence of these data 
bases is a major deterrent to change in cataloguing practices, and 
constitutes probably the biggest obstacle to applying the changes 
indicated by the second edition of AACR (AACR 2). The nature of 
these changes will be outlined here, although it must be noted that the 
text of AACR 2 is not yet final and that therefore, although the 
outlines of change are clear, individual changes may not be made. 
The first edition of AACR was based firmly on the concept of the 
main entry. The prime task of the descriptive cataloguer was to 
determine the main entry heading based on the idea of authorship; 
all other decisions stemmed from this initial and basic choice. Since 
AACR 1 was published, many people-particularly those with a 
thorough knowledge of the implications of computerisation-have 
disagreed either with the entire concept of main entry or at least with 
the primary emphasis placed on it. The second edition has redressed 
this situation in two ways. AACR 2 now begins with chapters on 
description, thus indicating the order of the cataloguing process to be 
that outlined earlier in this discussion. Secondly, the revised edition 
points out that each rule gives all of the specific headings made in a 
particular case, and that a cataloguer need not regard any one 
heading as the main entry if that catalogue is based on the “alternative 
heading” principle. Such de-emphasis of the main entry is very 
important because it creates a climate which will ultimately lead to the 
abolition of this relic of outdated technology. The only logical reason 
to retain the main entry is that it provides a focus for the cataloguer’s 
decisions on all entry points. This line of reasoning leads to a belief 
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that any abolition of the main entry will lead to relatively arbitrary 
choice of entries. 
I: appears that AACR 2 has countered this argument by offering a 
clear analysis of each cataloguing problem and by indicating all the 
entries appropriate in each given case. There are, of course, other 
reasons for retaining main entry: main entries provide the basis for 
shelf-marks and also provide a useful subarrangement of certain 
classes of added entry. Whether or not these are valid reasons, they 
do not outweigh the advantages of abolishing the main entry. Too 
much time is wasted arguing about the merits of one main entry over 
those of another; Cutter himself recognised that some choices are too 
difficult, and recommended double entry as a solution. The catalog- 
uing department of the future will be able to concentrate on the real 
problems of descriptive cataloguing once the great main entry debate 
has been abandoned. All librarians want to achieve the reader- 
oriented catalogue, and recognise that a catalogue is neither for 
cataloguers nor an end in itself. The best way to assert this belief is to 
provide equal entries simply arranged under each “sought” heading. 
The catalogue user thinks of the heading which he or she consults as 
the “main” entry. Perhaps what is needed is not to abolish main 
entries, but to ensure that all entries are main entries. 
AACR 1 began with six basic conditions of authorship: however, 
these have not withstood a decade of scrutiny. They represent a 
prime example of a misapplied Lubetzky concept. For instance, 
Conditions 4 and 5 were simply differently phrased versions of the 
same condition-a condition which, moreover, made an invalid con- 
clusion. This error was recognised in an amendment which consoli- 
dated the two rules and prescribed entry for such works under title 
rather than under compiler/editor. In addition, Condition 6 was 
revealed not to be a condition at all, but rather a case of special 
treatment of a specific class of material, i.e., serially published items. 
One of the most striking improvements made in AACR 2, however, is 
the development of the idea of basic conditions. These are now 
perceived to be: single authorship, anonymity, shared authorship, 
changing authorship, diffuse authorship, mixed authorship, and de- 
pendency. Of these conditions, changing authorship and diffuse 
authorship are new to AACR in that they have been stated only 
implicitly (if at all) in AACR 1; the concept of mixed authorship has 
been stated more clearly and its rules reorganised. Even if these rules 
should provoke disagreement, there seems little doubt that this re- 
formulation represents the best statement yet achieved of the prob- 
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lems and conditions. Changing authorship was one of the conditions 
set forth by Lubetzky which had been omitted from AACR 1. This 
condition covers monographic (usually reference) works which are 
issued frequently with changes of “authorship.” Diffuse authorship 
occurs when the number of authors, or the number of persons 
performing different functions in connection with a work,is so great 
that the title of the work provides the most likely heading to be 
sought. This is an especially important condition in cataloguing of 
many nonbook materials and, as such, represents a significant im-
provement of AACR 2 from its predecessor. This improvement is 
concerned with the shift from print-oriented rules to those which 
genuinely attempt to deal with all library materials in an unbiased 
manner. Many of the rules in AACR 1 unquestionably assume that 
the book is the normal item to be catalogued; the very term nonbook is 
significantly revealing. The rules in AACR 2 lack this inherent bias 
and are therefore much more useful. 
Probably the most obvious defect of AACR 1, and certainly its 
greatest flaw, is the section at the end of Chapter 1 which deals with 
legal and religious materials. Every statement in this section of rules is 
wrong: (1 )  they deal with cases in a principle-oriented code, (2) they 
prescribe nonauthor headings in an author-based code, (3) they 
confuse the problems of choice and form of entry in a code which 
deliberately attempts to distinguish between them, and (4)they pre- 
scribe useless form subheadings, such as “Laws, statutes, etc.,” and 
“Liturgy and ritual.” This is supposedly done in the name of conti- 
nuity and economy. AACR 2 should be a welcomed revision if for no 
other reason than that it abolishes many of these anomalies. Although 
the special rules remain, they no longer prescribe special treatment; 
catalogues of the future are thus freed from a major source of 
unnecessary complexity and confusion. AACR 2 further attempts to 
generalise the problems of these legal and religious materials and to 
relate them to the general conditions outlined earlier. 
The rules for forms of name for persons were certainly the most 
successful element of AACR 1 and will therefore be the least subject 
to revision in AACR 2. The only unsatisfactory rule in the second 
chapter of the first edition seems to be that which concerns fullness of 
names. This rule has led to considerable inconsistency and many 
unsought headings, e.g., “Eliot, Thomas S.” AACR 2 recognises the 
essential validity of the rule stating that a person’s name should be 
entered under the form by which that person is commonly identified, 
and that the rule applies even if the resultant form includes initials. 
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This improvement represents both the greatest change quantitatively 
between the use of AACR 1 and AACR 2, and the change that will 
cause the most problems in the construction and use of authority files. 
This change will benefit catalogue users, however, and thus justifies 
the practical problems caused by adoption of the new practice. 
Another, but less important, change in headings for persons in 
AACR 2 is in the rule concerning use of titles of nobility and honour. 
In the future, such titles are to be added to the heading only when 
they form part of the name in its most commonly known form. The 
implication is that the cataloguer need no longer hunt through 
bibliographical dictionaries to establish names for persons who are 
not identified by such titles. The works of P.G. Wodehouse, for 
example, will hereafter be listed under “Wodehouse, P.G.,” rather 
than “Wodehouse, Sir Pelham,” the heading prescribed by previous 
codes. 
The rules for forms of name for corporate bodies in AACR 1 
represent a flawed application of a sound general principle. This 
principle abolished nonsense about societies and institutions but 
retained numerous minor irrelevancies, such as nearly incompre- 
hensible rules for entry of government bodies, varying treatment of 
subordinate and related bodies, and the curious ways of dealing with 
conferences. Many of the problems of subordinate bodies and gov-
ernment agencies will, perhaps, be solved in AACR 2 by adoption of a 
single approach based on the form of name of the body. Related 
bodies will be treated in the same way and by the same rules as 
subordinate bodies. Rules for conference headings will be based on 
the same principles as those for other corporate bodies. These 
changes will bring the rules on corporate headings to the same high 
level as those on personal headings, which will make these core 
chapters on access points a valuable and reasoned contribution to the 
work now underway to construct huge, machine-readable data bases. 
The rules for uniform titles were an innovation in AACR 1, and 
were among its most successful innovations. Their major drawback, 
aside from a disproportionate emphasis on headings for the Bible, 
was an almost exclusive devotion to print materials. Other materials 
clearly require uniform titles (e.g., printed music); thus, the chapter 
covering uniform titles in AACR 2 will be generalised to cover 
uniform titles for all materials. A new problem inherent in AACR 2 is 
that of the provision of uniform titles for those legal and religious 
materials previously entered under headings which included form 
subheadings. The uniform titles for such materials, will, for the most 
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part, be specific rather than general (e.g., the name of an enactment, 
rather than a term for a class of documents). The  file for a given 
country or religious denomination will thus begin with a number of 
entries under the name of that country or  religious denomination 
without subdivision and will be arranged by specific uniform titles. 
For a catalogue user, one of the most important distinctions which a 
cataloguer makes is that between entries and references. T h e  unfor- 
tunate lack of clarity in the Paris Principles on this point has already 
been mentioned; the second edition of AACR attempts to clarify this 
matter. Entries relate to a particular item and serve as access points. 
References, on the other hand, relate to a particular name of a 
person, corporate body, or  work. Replacement of entries by refer- 
ences has always been a deplorable practice because it deprives the 
catalogue user of immediate access to information, which should be 
the cataloguer’s main objective. In future automated systems, all 
forms of name may be equally valid; the difference between entries 
and references will then cease to exist. In printed catalogues, how- 
ever, the distinction remains important and is one which must be 
made rationally and with consistency. 
This paper has concentrated on the latest manifestations of au- 
thor-title cataloguing in the English-speaking world-the Paris Prin- 
ciples and the two editions of AACR. An effort has been made to 
indicate the implications of the change to computer technology and 
away from the previous technologies which spawned many of the 
current customs and practices. This is the beginning of an era in 
which cataloguing (the listing and describing of materials) is still of 
great importance, but is placed in an entirely different context. For 
instance, the change from a cooperatively constructed manual union 
catalogue to participation in an on-line cooperative network is not 
simply a change in method or  technology, but is a radical and 
fundamental change in the nature of what is being done. Such a 
change demands a corresponding radical and fundamental reevalua- 
tion of all past and current practices. Cataloguing rules are adapting 
to the new environment, and they can be adapted further in the 
future. T h e  Paris Principles must be revised by international agree- 
ment, and the Anglo-American Cataloguing Rules must be kept under 
review in the light of modern developments. By these two steps, a 
great tradition of Anglo-American cataloguing can be continued and 
intensified, and an honorable monument to international cooperation 
preserved. 
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C a n  radical change be accommodated? O r ,  rather,  can radical 
change not be accommodated? John  Stuart  Mill wrote, “When society 
requires t o  be rebuilt, there  is no use in attempting to rebuild it upon 
the old plan.”” Technology a n d  circumstance require that our cata-
logues be rebuilt, a n d  it is essential that  a new plan be designed within 
the great tradition of Panizzi, Cutter,  and Lubetzky. 
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